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Sir: 

RESPONSE/AMENDMENT/LETTER 

This is a response/amendment/letter in the above-identified application and includes an attachment which is hereby 
incorporated by reference and the signature below serves as the signature to the attachment in the absence of any other 
signature thereon. 

□ Correspondence Address Indication Form Attached. 

Fees are attached as calculated below: 

minus highest number 
0 x $ 18.00 



Total effective claims after amendment 28 
previously paid for 28 (at least 20) = 



$ 



Independent claims after amendment 5 
previously paid for 5 (at least 3) = 



minus highest number 
0 x $ 88.00 



If proper multiple dependent claims now added for first time, add $300.00 (ignore improper) 

Petition is hereby made to extend the current due date so as to cover the filing date of this 
paper and attachment(s) ($110.00/1 month; $430.00/2 months; $980.00/3 months) 

Terminal disclaimer enclosed, add $ 1 10.00 

□ First/second submission after Final Rejection pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .129(a) ($790.00) 
O Please enter the previously unentered , filed 
O Submission attached 



If "small entity," then enter half (1/2) of subtotal and subtract 

□ Applicant claims "small entity" status. □ Statement filed herewith 



Rule 56 Information Disclosure Statement Filing Fee ($180.00) 
Assignment Recording Fee ($40.00) 
, Other: 



$ 
$ 

$ 

Subtotal $ 

■$ 

$ 
$ 

TOTAL FEE ENCLOSED $ 



0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 



The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any deficiency , or credit any overpayment, in the fee(s) filed, or 
asserted to be filed, or which should have been filed herewith (or with any paper hereafter filed in this application by this 
firm) to our Account No. 14-1 140. A duplicate copy of this sheet is attached. 
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In view of the remarks herein, favorable reconsideration and allowance of this 
application are respectfully requested. Claims 1-28 are pending for further examination. 

Claims 1-14 and 22-28 remain rejected under 35 USC 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Gardner. In addition, claims 15-21 remain rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
obvious over Gardner in view of Shane. Applicant respectfully submits that the 
rejections are not supported by the actual teachings of the cited references. Thus, 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection are respectfully requested. 

In fact, as explained in detail below and contrary to the Examiner's assertion, the 
primary features defined in all of the pending claims are not disclosed or even suggested 
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in Gardner. For example, Gardner does not disclose the features of enabling a user to 
approve a purchase order after the purchase order has been sent to the vendor, much less 
the feature of enabling the user to review and approve a vendor received purchase order 
during a real-time connection with the vendor. In fact, Gardner does not provide any 
relevant details regarding any procedure that occurs after a purchase order has been sent 
to a vendor. Instead, the invention of Gardner is directed to the requisition process that a 
company goes through prior to the time a purchase order is sent to a vendor or even 
generated. The Examiner has improperly equated the requisition process in Gardner with 
the purchase order process of the instant invention. This constitutes clear error in the 
rejection in that Gardner itself recognizes that the requisition process and the purchase 
order process are two separate and distinct operations. For example, in Gardner, a 
purchase order is not sent to a vendor until after the company has gone through the 
internal requisition process, as clearly described in the flow chart of FIG. 2 and in the 
description at column 9, lines 19-25. As made perfectly clear at column 9, lines 19-49, 
Gardner is clearly not directed to an approval process after the purchase order is sent to 
the vendor, because the only disclosed activity in Gardner that occurs after the purchase 
order is sent (step 78) is the distribution of the product and invoicing. Id. Thus, Gardner 
does not even contemplate, much less disclose, any process by which a user can approve 
a purchase order after it has been sent the vendor, much less a process that corresponds to 
the particular combination of steps set forth in the pending claims. Instead, the disclosure 
in Gardner being improperly relied on by the Examiner is clearly directed to the 
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requisition process that takes place prior to the generation of a purchase order and prior to 
sending the purchase order to the vendor. Thus, the Examiner has improperly equated the 
requisition approval process in Gardner with the purchase order approval process defined 
in the instant claims. As a result, the rejection is clearly improper as being unsupported 
by the actual teachings of the references. Accordingly, if the Examiner intends to 
maintain this rejection, Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner actually 
identify any alleged teachings in Gardner that relate to the purchase order approval 
process instead of the requisition process. Without such identification the rejection must 
be withdrawn. 

The disclosure of non-confidential attachments in Gardner does not make up for 
the clear deficiencies of this reference. The non-confidential attachments are included 
with the requisition and are later sent to the vendor with the purchase order after the 
requisition with the attachments has been approved internally by the company. There is 
no teaching or suggestion in Gardner of sending the non-confidential attachments to the 
vendor with a purchase order and then enabling the user to review and approve the 
purchase order (with attachments) during a real-time connection with the vendor. 
Moreover, it makes no sense, as suggested by the Examiner, that the vendor would 
somehow have access to the requisition process and non-confidential attachments prior to 
the time the company approves the requisition, generates a purchase order and sends the 
purchase order to the vendor. Moreover, the routing mechanism in Gardner does not 
disclose or suggest that the vendor would have access to the requisition process at any 
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point prior to the purchase order being sent to the vendor. In addition, there is no 
disclosure in Gardner that the vendor could use communication lines 32 to access any 
information prior to a purchase order being initially approved internally and sent to a 
vendor. 

Thus, as explained above and in the previous response, Gardener does not teach or 
suggest the invention defined in any of the pending claims. For example, Gardner fails to 
teach or suggest the feature of approving a purchase order that has been previously sent 
to a vendor, wherein the approval process includes using a real-time connection with the 
vendor to access, review and approve the previously sent purchase order, as specifically 
defined in each of the independent claims of this application. The Examiner has cited 
Fig. 2, step 54 and column 4, lines 32-48 in Gardner as allegedly disclosing this feature. 
However, the Examiner has clearly confused the requisition process of Gardner with the 
purchase order approval process defined in the pending claims. As can be seen in Fig. 2, 
the purchase order in Gardner is sent to the vendor (step 78) only after the authorizations 
have been acquired (step 54) during the requisition process. In short, Gardner is directed 
to a system for simplifying the internal approval process (i.e., requisition process) that 
companies perform prior to authorizing a purchase order to be issued to a vendor. In 
contrast, the invention defined in the claims of this application, relate to sending an 
unapproved purchase order to a vendor prior to finally confirming and authorizing the 
purchase order. The purchase order is then made available to the purchaser by the vendor 
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through a real-time connection so that the user can give a final approval for the purchase 



In view of the above, Gardner fails to teach or suggest each and every element in 
any of the claims in this application, as required for anticipation under Section 102. 
Moreover, Shane is simply directed to direct mail methods with interactive response and 
personalized web pages. Thus, Shane fails to make up for the deficiencies of Gardner 
relative to the claimed invention. 

For at least the forgoing reasons, Applicant respectfully submits that the pending 
claims are allowable over the prior art of record. Thus, withdrawal of the rejections and 
passage of this case to issuance at an early date are earnestly solicited. 

Should the Examiner have any questions, or deem that any further issues need to 
be addressed prior to allowance, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned attorney 
at the phone number below. 
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order. 



Respectfully submitted, 



NIXON & VANDERHYE P.C. 




Joseph S. Presta 
Reg. No. 35,329 



